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SYSTEM FOR AUTOMATICALLY 
MANAGING DUPLICATE DOCUMENTS 

WHEN CRAWLING DYNAMIC DOCUMENTS 

FIELD OF THE INVENTION 

The present invention relates generally to the ?eld of 
search engines, and in particular, to a system for reducing the 
crawling of duplicate documents. 

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION 

Generally speaking, the web pages on the Internet can be 
classi?ed into two categories, static and dynamic. A static 
web page is typically a document that has been generated in 
advance, managed by a ?le system and accessible to a web 
server, e.g., a HTML ?le. The content of a static web page is 
usually associated with a unique document identi?er, e.g., a 
Uniform Resource Locator (URL). 

In contrast, a dynamic web page is typically a document 
generated dynamically by a web server in response to a par 
ticular set of parameters speci?ed by a user in the form of a 
document fetching request. An important feature distinguish 
ing a dynamic web page from a static web page is that the 
content of the dynamic web page may no longer be associated 
with a unique document identi?er. Instead, a dynamic web 
page may be referenced by multiple document identi?ers at 
the same time. A search engine that does not take into account 
of this feature may waste a signi?cant amount of resources, 
such as network bandwidth, storage space and processing 
time, by having web crawlers fetch many duplicate copies of 
dynamically-generated web pages that share the same con 
tent. 

Therefore, there is a need for a system that automatically 
identi?es and manages document identi?ers that reference 
the same content and thereby reduces the waste of resources 
both on the search engine side and the web server side. 

SUMMARY 

A plurality of document identi?ers are partitioned into 
multiple clusters, each cluster having a set of document 
parameters. An equivalence rule is generated for each cluster 
of document identi?ers, the rule specifying which document 
parameters associated with the cluster are content-relevant 
and which ones are not. Next, each cluster of document iden 
ti?ers are grouped into one or more equivalence classes in 
accordance with its equivalence rule, each equivalence class 
including one or more document identi?ers that correspond to 
the same document content and a representative document 
identi?er identifying the document content. 
Upon receipt of a document identi?er that has a set of 

document parameters, the equivalence rule for the document 
identi?er is identi?ed and the document identi?er is updated 
by removing from it all content-irrelevant parameters in 
accordance with the identi?ed equivalence rule. If there is an 
existing equivalence class associated with the updated docu 
ment identi?er, a ?rst set of prede?ned operations are applied 
to a representative document identi?er associated with the 
equivalence class, e.g., the document identi?er is discarded. 
Otherwise, a second set of prede?ned operations are applied 
to the document identi?er, e.g., fetching the document con 
tent using the document identi?er, creating a new equivalence 
class for the document identi?er and naming the document 
identi?er as the representative document identi?er of the 
newly-created equivalence class. 
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2 
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

The aforementioned aspects of the invention as well as 
additional aspects will be more clearly understood as a result 
of the following detailed description of the various embodi 
ments of the invention when taken in conjunction with the 
drawings. Like reference numerals refer to corresponding 
parts throughout the several views of the drawings. 

FIG. 1 is a block diagram schematically illustrating the 
process of generating equivalence rules and equivalence 
classes according to some embodiments of the present inven 
tion. 

FIG. 2 is a ?owchart depicting a process for generating 
equivalence rules for a plurality of URLs according to some 
embodiments of the present invention. 

FIG. 3 is a ?owchart illustrating how to measure a param 
eter’s insigni?cance index in accordance with some embodi 
ments of the present invention. 

FIG. 4 is a ?owchart illustrating how to measure a param 
eter’s signi?cance index according to some embodiments of 
the present invention. 

FIG. 5 is a ?owchart illustrating the classi?cation of URL 
parameters according to some embodiments of the present 
invention. 

FIG. 6 is an exemplary block diagram illustrating how 
URL parameters associated with a cluster are classi?ed 
according to some embodiments of the present invention. 

FIG. 7 is a ?owchart illustrating how to perform a screen 
ing of a candidate URL prior to its scheduled crawling 
according to some embodiments of the present invention. 

FIG. 8A is a ?owchart illustrating how to validate an 
equivalence rule associated with a cluster of URLs according 
to some embodiments of the present invention. 

FIG. 8B is a ?owchart illustrating how to validate the 
representative URL of an equivalence class according to 
some embodiments of the present invention. 

FIG. 9 is a block diagram illustrating a duplicate document 
identi?er management system in accordance with some 
embodiments of the present invention. 

FIG. 10A is a block diagram illustrating exemplary tables 
for storing equivalence rules and equivalence classes in 
accordance with some embodiments of the present invention. 

FIG. 10B is a block diagram illustrating an exemplary data 
structure for storing a plurality of validation URLs associated 
with multiple clusters and equivalence classes in accordance 
with some embodiments of the present invention. 

DESCRIPTION OF EMBODIMENTS 

Overview 

One method to avoid repeatedly fetching duplicate docu 
ments that share the same content is to develop a rule that can 
uniquely identify document identi?ers associated with the 
duplicate documents from a large number of candidate docu 
ment identi?ers. The rule is applied to each individual docu 
ment identi?er to determine whether it references new docu 
ment content (sometimes herein called unique document 
content) or duplicate document content. If it references new 
content, the document identi?ed by the document identi?er is 
scheduled for fetching. Otherwise, there is no need to retrieve 
the document corresponding to the document identi?er. 

The present invention focuses primarily on dynamically 
generated web pages and their URLs for illustrative purposes 
and the term “dynamically-generated” is often skipped in the 
following exemplary embodiments. But the use of these 
embodiments should not be construed in any respect as a 
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limitation to the application of the present invention. Each 
occurrence of the terms “Web page” and “URL” may be 
substituted by more generic terms like “document” and 
“document identi?er”, respectively. 
A URL typically comprises a hostname, a path and a set of 

URL parameters that are separated by “&”, e. g., “http://WW 
W.foo.com/directory?a:l&b:2”. However, it Will be appar 
ent to one skilled in the art that the present invention is readily 
applicable to any other URL or document identi?er naming 
conventions. 

For the bene?t of the subsequent discussion, the de?nitions 
of several concepts are provided beloW: 
ClusteriA cluster is a group of URLs that are likely to 

share the same interpretation of a set of URL parameters. 
URLs Within a cluster usually have the same hostname 
and path up to the question mark “7”, Which are often 
referred to as the cluster name of the cluster. For 
example, the cluster name of a cluster including the URL 
“http://WWW.foo.com/directory?a:l&b:2” is “http:// 
WWW.foo.com/directory?”. Generally, each distinct 
cluster has a unique cluster name. 

Equivalence classiAn equivalence class is a set of URLs 
Within a cluster that reference exactly the same Web page 
or several Web pages that are substantially similar to 
each other (e.g., if the only content difference betWeen 
the Web pages is their creation dates). Each equivalence 
class has a unique (i.e., distinct) equivalence class name 
(at least With respect to other equivalence classes in the 
same cluster) and the name may be derived by applying 
a corresponding equivalence rule to the set of URLs 
associated With the equivalence class. 

Equivalence rule-An equivalence rule is a set of criteria 
deduced from a cluster of URLs. The rule speci?es 
Which parameter(s) of the cluster are content-relevant 
and Which are not. An equivalence rule groups the URLs 
Within a cluster into multiple equivalence classes, each 
class corresponding to a unique Web page that is retriev 
able using a representative URL associated With the 
class. 

Representative URLiA representative URL is a URL that 
has been chosen to represent other URLs Within an 
equivalence class. It is often the ?rst URL of the equiva 
lence to be identi?ed. All the other URLs Within the 
equivalence class are assumed to reference the same Web 
page as the representative URL. Therefore, the represen 
tative URL itself represents the entire equivalence class 
to other entities Within a search engine, such as the 
pageranker and the indexer. 

FIG. 1 is a block diagram schematically illustrating the 
process of generating equivalence rules and equivalence 
classes according to some embodiments of the present inven 
tion. Initially, a large number of URLs are partitioned into 
clusters (102-1, 102-2). URLs Within each cluster usually 
share the same URL parameter interpretation and they are 
“clustered” together under a particular cluster name. For 
example, URLs pointing to the same Web site or a particular 
directory of the Web site usually have the same set of URL 
parameters and are therefore often grouped into one cluster. 
URLs Within each cluster can be grouped into multiple sets 

(104-1, 104-2, 104-3, 104-4) using grouping criteria. The 
grouping criteria are based on a determination of Which URL 
parameters are content-relevant and Which are not. Such 
information is used for generating an equivalence rule for the 
cluster. A more detailed discussion of generating an equiva 
lence rule is provided beloW in conjunction With FIGS. 2-6. 
An application of each equivalence rule to its respective 

cluster of URLs divides the URLs into equivalence classes, 
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4 
e.g., classes 108-1, 108-2 and 108-3 are from cluster 102-1 
and classes 108-4, 108-5 and 108-6 are from cluster 102-2. In 
some cases, all the URLs from a cluster may belong to a single 
equivalence class, because all the URLs in the cluster identify 
the same content, but such cases are unusual and not of 
interest in the present discussion. URLs Within each equiva 
lence class reference the same or nearly the same Web pages 
and are therefore referred to as “duplicate URLs”. Typically, 
the ?rst URL joining an equivalence class is chosen as the 
class’s representative URL and it may be used by a Web 
craWler to fetch a corresponding Web page from a Web server. 
Given a candidate URL associated With a cluster, a screening 
is performed according to an equivalence rule to determine if 
there is an equivalence class in the cluster matching the URL, 
and different actions are taken in response to different results. 
A more detailed discussion of URL screening is provided 
beloW in conjunction With FIG. 7. 

Process and Example 

The accuracy of an equivalence rule of a cluster has a 
signi?cant impact on the classi?cation of the cluster into 
equivalence classes and association or non-association of one 
candidate URL With any one of them. For example, if a 
content-relevant parameter is mistakenly labeled as content 
irrelevant, URLs that should have been associated With dif 
ferent equivalence classes having different parameter values 
may end up being associated With the same equivalence class. 
In such a situation, a plurality of the URLs assigned to the 
equivalence class may reference Web pages that have distinct 
content, and the search engine Would fail to cover those Web 
pages having content distinct from the Web page referenced 
by the representative URL of the equivalence class. 

Similarly, if a content-irrelevant parameter is mistakenly 
labeled as content-relevant, tWo or more redundant equiva 
lence classes may be created even though their member URLs 
actually reference the same Web page. In this situation, the 
search engine may Waste resources by doWnloading and pro 
cessing duplicate Web pages. This may also have a negative 
impact on the coverage of the search engine since it has only 
limited resources. 

In general, the impact (on the quality of services provided 
by a search engine) of mislabeling a content-relevant param 
eter as content-irrelevant is more severe than that of misla 
beling a content-irrelevant one as content-relevant. There 
fore, some embodiments of the present invention tolerate a 
certain level of content duplication Within a cluster. The 
extent of content duplication Within a cluster is measured by 
the cluster’s duplicate rate. 

According to some embodiments, the duplicate rate of a 
cluster is de?ned as 

, NumberiURL — NumberiUniqueiContent 
DuphcateiRate : i, 

NumberiURL 

Wherein Number_URL represents the total number of URLs 
Within the cluster and Number_Unique_Content represents 
the total number of Web pages having distinct content (some 
times called the number of unique contents or “NUC”) asso 
ciated With the cluster. For example, When a cluster has 10 
URLs With 5 URLs pointing to Web page A and 5 URLs 
pointing to Web page B, its duplicate rate is (10-2)/ l0:80%. 
When the number of URLs of the same cluster increases from 
10 to 100 With 50 URLs pointing to Web page A and 50 URLs 
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pointing to web page B, its duplicate rate jumps to (l00—2)/ 
l00:98%. An increased duplicate rate for this particular clus 
ter is more statistically signi?cant since there are ten times as 
many data samples in the second case as those in the ?rst case 
repeating the same pattern. 
A system for reducing the possibility of crawling duplicate 

URLs continuously monitors the results from crawling dif 
ferent URLs to determine if the actual duplicate rate of a 
particular cluster is higher than a predetermined threshold for 
the cluster. Whenever this occurs, the current equivalence rule 
associated with the cluster is deemed no longer valid and a 
new equivalence rule is generated for the cluster. 

FIG. 2 is a ?owchart depicting a sequence of processes for 
generating equivalence rules for a plurality of URLs accord 
ing to some embodiments of the present invention. As shown 
in FIG. 1, the system ?rst partitions the URLs into clusters 
(201). For each cluster of URLs, the system performs mul 
tiple analyses of the URLs within the cluster, including insig 
ni?cance analysis (203), signi?cance analysis (204) and 
parameter classi?cation (205). Details of these analyses are 
discussed below in conjunction with FIGS. 3, 4 and 5, respec 
tively. After performing these analyses, the system creates a 
new equivalence rule for each cluster (206) using the results 
of the analyses, and the newly-created rule is then used by the 
system to determine which URLs to crawl and when to crawl 
the URLs. 

The equivalence rule of a cluster de?nes a relationship 
pattern between URL parameters and web pages associated 
with the cluster. These web pages may be retrieved during a 
regular crawl of the member URLs (i.e., prior to equivalence 
rule generation) or they may be downloaded for the purpose 
of rule generation. Since a web crawler is unlikely to be 
expressly informed by a particular web server about which 
parameters are content-relevant and which are not, this rela 
tionship pattern is derived using the URLs in the cluster and 
their associated web pages. 

If a parameter is content-irrelevant, the following relation 
ship pattern is likely to exist between the parameter and its 
associated web pages: different parameter values may be 
associated with a same web page. In the present invention, the 
procedure of identifying this relationship pattern is referred to 
as “insigni?cance analysis” and the extent of a parameter’s 
insigni?cance (in determining a corresponding web page’s 
content) is represented by its “insigni?cance index”. 

FIG. 3 is a ?owchart illustrating how to measure a param 
eter’s insigni?cance index using the aforementioned insig 
ni?cance relationship pattern in accordance with some 
embodiments of the present invention. The system ?rst 
groups a cluster of URLs into multiple sets (301), each set 
corresponding to a respective distinct document content. 
Next, the system identi?es a list of parameters among the 
URLs to be analyZed (3 02). For instance, the list may include 
all parameters found in the URLs for the entire cluster of 
URLs. For each parameter in the list (304), the system checks 
if the parameter has the same value throughout each set of 
URLs corresponding to one particular content (305, 306). If 
true (306-Yes), this set of URLs does not match the insigni? 
cance relationship pattern, because the parameter has only 
one value throughout the set of URLs. The system then exam 
ines a next set of URLs until all of the sets of URLs have been 
checked (3 08-Yes). Otherwise (306-No), this set of URLs 
clearly matches the second relationship pattern. The system 
then adds the number of URLs in the set to the insigni?cance 
index of the parameter (3 07). At the end of the analysis, every 
URL parameter should have an insigni?cance index. 

The insigni?cance analysis of a parameter addresses only 
one aspect of the relationship pattern between the parameter 
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6 
and its associated web pages. The signi?cance analysis 
supplements the insigni?cance analysis by quantifying the 
signi?cance of the parameter in determining a web page’s 
content. The signi?cance analysis and the insigni?cance 
analysis in combination provide a more holistic view of the 
role of the parameter in the cluster. 

Generally speaking, there is a one-to-one mapping 
between a content-relevant parameter and a web page. The 
analysis methodology of FIG. 3, which is designed to identify 
content-irrelevant parameters, is not designed to directly 
characterize the one-to-one mapping between a content-rel 
evant parameter and a web page. However, the signi?cance of 
a parameter in determining a web page’s content can be 
measured by temporarily removing the parameter from a 
URL. 

FIG. 4 is a ?owchart that illustrates how to measure a 
parameter’s signi?cance index according to some embodi 
ments of the present invention. The system ?rst identi?es a 
parameter from a list of parameters associated with a cluster 
of URLs (401, 402) and then removes the parameter from 
each URL in the cluster (403), i.e., generating a URL remain 
der that does not include the parameter under analysis. Next, 
the system groups the URLs into multiple sets according to 
their respective URL remainders (405). For each set of URLs 
sharing the same URL remainder, the system determines the 
number (NU C) of distinct document contents associated with 
the set (407), and adds a corresponding number, (e.g., NUC 
1), to the signi?cance index of the identi?ed parameter (408). 
This process is repeated for each set of URLs (409) and each 
parameter in the list of parameters (410). Since the URLs in a 
set have identical URL remainders, it can be reasonably 
inferred that the value of the missing parameter is the only 
factor that differentiates one URL from another URL in the 
same set. In other words, the reason that different URLs in the 
set correspond to different web pages is attributable to the 
missing parameter. Therefore, the signi?cance of the param 
eter can be measured by adding up the number of unique 
contents within each set (408). At the end of the analysis, a 
signi?cance index has been computed for each URL param 
eter. 

Note that the signi?cance and insigni?cance analyses 
described above are just two embodiments of methods of 
measuring the extent to which the parameter is content-rel 
evant or content-irrelevant. It will be apparent to one skilled in 
the art that there are other approaches of calculating these two 
indexes or quantifying the relationship pattern between a 
parameter and a web page. For example, the insigni?cance 
index may be the sum of the number of distinct parameter 
values within each set, instead of the number of URLs within 
each set. 
From the pair of indexes associated with each parameter, 

the system needs to de?ne an equivalence rule that unequivo 
cally decides whether the parameter is (l) content-relevant 
and therefore should be preserved or (2) content-irrelevant 
and therefore can be ignored when a cluster is partitioned into 
multiple equivalence classes. 

FIG. 5 is a ?owchart illustrating a method of classifying 
URL parameters based on the insigni?cance and signi?cance 
indexes, according to some embodiments of the present 
invention. The system identi?es a list of parameters associ 
ated with a cluster of URLs (501). Note that this list of 
parameters is usually the same as the list of parameters that 
have been analyZed previously. For each parameter (502), the 
system identi?es a pair of signi?cance and insigni?cance 
indexes (503). Since the two indexes may be derived using 
different types of analyses (see, e.g., FIGS. 3 and 4), the 
system may convert them (i.e., normaliZe them) into a con 
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tent-relevance or content-irrelevance value (506). In one 
embodiment, the content-relevance and content-irrelevance 
values are, respectively, de?ned through the normalization of 
the tWo indexes as: 

ContentiRelevanceiValue : 

Signi?canceilndex 
and 

Signi?canceilndex + Insigni?canceflndex , 

Insigni?canceflndex 
Contentilrrelevancei Value : 

Significanceilndex+ Insigni?canceflndex I 

Since the tWo values in this particular embodiment are 
complements to each other, only the content-relevance value 
is used beloW. The system applies a heuristic-based criterion, 
e.g., a 90-10 rule, to the content-relevance value of a param 
eter to select the category to be associated With the parameter 
(507). For example, if the content-relevance value is more 
than 90%, this parameter Will be classi?ed as “content-rel 
evant” (508-1) and if the content-relevance value is less than 
10%, this parameter Will be classi?ed as “content-irrelevant” 
(508-3). But if the value is less than 90% and more than 10%, 
this parameter may be classi?ed as “con?ict”. The “con?ict” 
classi?cation indicates that the parameter Was content rel 
evant for some sets of URLs and content irrelevant for other 
sets of URLs. A system according to the present invention 
may arbitrarily de?ne such a parameter as “content-relevant” 
to err on the safe side. 

Note that the tWo index normalization formulas mentioned 
above are only for illustrative purposes. Depending upon hoW 
the tWo indexes are generated, there may be other Ways of 
calculating normaliZed insigni?cance and signi?cance val 
ues. Similarly, rules other than the 90-10 rule may be used for 
classifying URL parameters. For example, an 80-20 rule may 
be used in other embodiment. An 80-20 rule Would classify 
feWer parameters as “con?ict” parameters, and Would poten 
tially cause the search engine to miss a larger number of Web 
pages having distinct content. 

FIG. 6 is an exemplary block diagram illustrating hoW 
URL parameters associated With a cluster are classi?ed 
according to some embodiments of the present invention. 
Without losing generality, the cluster 601 includes six URLs, 
the ?rst tWo URLs sharing one unique content “Content A” 
and the last four URLs sharing another unique content “Con 
tent B”, and each URL has tWo parameters P and Q. In this 
example, the prede?ned duplicate rate threshold for the clus 
ter is 50%. Since the duplicate rate of the cluster is (6—2)/ 
6z66.7%, it is time to generate a neW equivalence rule for the 
cluster. 
An insigni?cance analysis 602 of parameter P groups the 

six URLs into tWo sets 602-1 and 602-2 by their respective 
contents. P has at least tWo different values Within each set. 
For example, P has tWo values (1 and 2) Within the set 602-1 
and four values (1, 2, 3 and 4) Within the set 602-2. Therefore, 
P’s insigni?cance index is 6. 
By contrast, a signi?cance analysis 603 of parameter P 

groups the same six URLs into another tWo sets 603-1 and 
603-2 in accordance With their respective URL remainders 
after removing parameter P from each URL. Since there is 
only one unique content Within each set, e.g., Content A for 
set 603-1 and Content B for set 603-2, P’s signi?cance index 
is 0. 

Accordingly, the content-irrelevance or content-relevance 
value is 100% or 0%, respectively, indicating that P is a 
content-irrelevant parameter. Repeating the same process 
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8 
against the other parameter, Q, indicates that parameter Q is 
probably content-relevant. Based on these analysis results, 
the system generates a neW equivalence rule that ignores 
parameter P and considers only parameter Q When partition 
ing the cluster into different equivalence classes and When 
associating a candidate URL With any existing equivalence 
class. It Will be appreciated by one skilled in the art that, even 
though real-life clusters may have signi?cantly more URLs 
and parameters than the one shoWn in FIG. 6, the analysis and 
classi?cation methods discussed above are equally applicable 
to such clusters. 
As mentioned above, an equivalence rule is used for check 

ing if there is an existing equivalence class for a candidate 
URL, prior to a decision being made Whether to schedule the 
URL for craWling. FIG. 7 is a ?oWchart illustrating hoW to 
perform a screening of a candidate URL prior to scheduling it 
for craWling according to some embodiments of the present 
invention. 
Upon receiving a candidate URL (701), the system ?rst 

identi?es a cluster of URLs (702) using a cluster name 
derived from the candidate URL. If no existing cluster 
matches the derived cluster name, the system creates a neW 
cluster that includes one and only one member URL, i.e., the 
candidate URL. Of course, this is a trivial case since there is 
no duplicate URL in the neWly-created cluster, and therefore 
it is not necessary to associate an equivalence rule With the 
neW cluster. 

If an existing cluster matches the derived cluster name, the 
system then checks if the duplicate rate of the cluster is higher 
than a prede?ned threshold (703). If so (703-Yes), the system 
schedules a neW round of analysis of the cluster in the future 
to generate a neW equivalence rule, unless the same analysis 
has already been scheduled in response to an earlier candidate 
URL, processed earlier than the current candidate URL (704). 
OtherWise (703 -No), the system attempts to identify an 
equivalence rule for the cluster (705). Note that a cluster may 
not have an equivalence rule if its duplicate rate has never 
been above the prede?ned threshold or its equivalence rule 
has expired. In some embodiments, an equivalence rule 
expires if it is not used for a prede?ned period of time. If an 
appropriate equivalence rule is not found (706-No), there is 
no need for any further screening of the URL and it is sched 
uled to be craWled by a Web craWler (711) at a later time. 

If a valid equivalence rule is found (706-Yes), the system 
applies the rule to the URL to create an equivalence class 
name (708) and then checks if an equivalence class With such 
a name exists or not (709). The equivalence class name may 
be generated at 708 from the candidate URL by removing all 
parameters classi?ed as content-irrelevant, and optionally by 
putting the remaining parameters (if any) in a prede?ned, 
canonical order. If an equivalence class With this name does 
not yet exist (709-No), the system simply creates a neW 
equivalence class With the candidate URL being its represen 
tative URL (710) and arranges a craWling schedule for the 
candidate URL (711). If an equivalence class is indeed found 
(709-Yes), the system Would not craWl the candidate URL, 
and instead it determines Whether to identify the original 
candidate URL as a validation URL for the equivalence rule 
(714) in accordance With prede?ned selection criteria for 
selecting the validation URLs for an equivalence rule, as 
explained in more detail beloW. 
The generation of an equivalence rule and a set of equiva 

lence classes for a cluster is by no means a one-time effort. 
There are multiple factors that may affect the validity of the 
equivalence rule and the equivalence classes. For example, 
the cluster may not have a su?iciently large number of URLs 
initially and, as a result, the relationship pattern betWeen a 
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parameter and its associated Web pages derived from a limited 
number of URLs may be skeWed or inconsistent With the 
actual signi?cance of the parameter. Therefore, after a cluster 
has accumulated enough URLs, the system may need to re 
visit the equivalence rule created previously. In addition, a 
Web server may change hoW it uses a particular parameter, 
from content-irrelevant to content-relevant or vice versa, ren 
dering the original equivalence rule no longer appropriate. 

Whenever any of these situations occurs, not only may the 
equivalence rule have to be updated, but also some of the 
equivalence classes created according to the original rule may 
need to be split (e.g., When a content-irrelevant parameter 
becomes content-relevant) or merged (e.g., When a content 
relevant parameter becomes content-irrelevant). Sometimes, 
the representative URL of an equivalence class may become 
inaccessible to a Web craWler, or may point to content that is 
both different than the content it previously pointed to and 
different from the content pointed to by other URLs in the 
equivalence class. Therefore, it is often necessary to validate 
the representative URL of an equivalence class using other 
URLs in the same class. 

FIG. 8A is a ?owchart illustrating a method of validating an 
equivalence rule associated With a cluster of URLs according 
to some embodiments of the present invention. The system 
?rst identi?es an equivalence rule associated With a cluster 
and a set of validation URLs (801). In one embodiment, none 
of the validation URLs have been processed by the equiva 
lence rule previously, but at least one of them should be 
associated With the same cluster. Some of the validation 
URLs are knoWn to correspond to unique document contents 
(i.e., distinct document content compared With the content 
associated With existing equivalence classes) not related to 
any existing equivalence classes and some of them are knoWn 
to correspond to duplicate contents that are currently present 
in the existing equivalence classes. 

The system performs tWo document content type related 
checks for these validation URLs, one checking Whether a 
neW equivalence class is predicted for each unique URL (802) 
and the other checking if an existing equivalence class is 
predicted for each duplicate URL (803). If either or both 
checks yield poor prediction results (804-Yes), the system 
may schedule to re-create the equivalence rule and equiva 
lence classes for the cluster (805). In some embodiments, 
poor prediction results are de?ned in accordance With the 
fraction of URLs that yield incorrect results. For example, if 
there Were 10 validation URLs, six of Which are predicted to 
produce distinct document content, and four of Which are 
predicted to produce duplicate document content, and the 
checks yield existing equivalence classes for three URLs 
Which Were predicted, incorrectly, to produce distinct docu 
ment content, and tWo neW classes for tWo URLs Which Were 
predicted to produce duplicate documents, the fraction of 
incorrect results is (3+2)/l0:5/l0:50%. If the misprediction 
rate is greater than a predetermined threshold (e. g., 30%), that 
triggers recreation of the rule. 

FIG. 8B is a ?owchart illustrating hoW to validate the 
representative URL of an equivalence class according to 
some embodiments of the present invention. The system ?rst 
identi?es an equivalence class and a set of validation URLs 
(806). In one embodiment, the validation URLs are a subset 
of the candidate URLs that have been encountered by the 
system previously (see box 714 of FIG. 7) and therefore 
belong to the same equivalence class. The system re-craWls 
the representative URL of the equivalence class and at least 
one of the validation URLs. If both craWls return the same 
Web page (809-Yes), the representative URL is deemed still 
valid and no further action is required. If not (809-No), e.g., 
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the representative URL has become inaccessible, the system 
may replace it With one of the neWly-craWled validation 
URLs (810). To do so, the system needs to craWl at least tWo 
validation URLs to make sure that they both reference the 
same Web page (i.e., the same content). 

Since having too many validation URLs per cluster Would 
increase the system’s Workload With marginal bene?ts, pre 
de?ned selection criteria may be invoked When choosing 
validation URLs from many possible candidates. For 
example, the system may take into account the diversity that 
a candidate can bring into an equivalence class in terms of 
both parameter names and parameter values. If the represen 
tative URL has a unique parameter that is not part of any 
existing validation URL, a neW candidate having this param 
eter should be given a higher priority (for selection as a 
validation URL) than another one that does not. Similarly, old 
validation URLs may be replaced With neW ones on a regular 
basis, provided that the replacements do not signi?cantly 
reduce the overall diversity associated With an equivalence 
class. In some embodiments, validation URLs are selected by 
?nding the candidate URLs having the greatest “distance” 
from the representative URL and from each other. The dis 
tance betWeen the candidate URLs and the distance betWeen 
the candidate URLs and the representative URL may be deter 
mined using any suitable distance metric, such as the Leven 
shtein distance metric (of Which there are numerous imple 
mentations). Use of a URL distance metric to select 
validation candidates helps to ensure diversity among the 
validation URLs. When several candidates are equally quali 
?ed as validation URLs, a random coin toss may be used to 
choose one of them. 
The validation of an equivalence rule or class associated 

With a cluster may be triggered by an event, e.g., When the 
number of URLs in the cluster increases by a certain number 
Within a predetermined time period, or repeated on a regular 
basis, e.g., Whenever the equivalence rule or class has been in 
existence for a certain time period and is therefore deemed 
stale. 

In some embodiments, a timer is set for an equivalence 
class. After the lapse of certain time, a Web craWler is noti?ed 
by the timer to re-craWl the representative URL of the equiva 
lence class to determine its accessibility. If the representative 
URL becomes inaccessible, the equivalence class is elimi 
nated from the system. Subsequently, after another URL 
associated With the same equivalence class is craWled, the 
equivalence class Will be reconstructed by the system With 
that URL as its neW representative URL. 

In some other embodiments, the system does not eliminate 
an equivalence class When its representative URL becomes 
inaccessible. Instead, the equivalence class is marked as 
invalid by the system. Subsequently, after another URL asso 
ciated With the same equivalence class is craWled (and there 
fore accessible), the equivalence class Will be marked as valid 
and that URL replaces the old representative URL as the neW 
one. 

A change to an equivalence rule may bring changes to 
multiple equivalence classes. For example, When a parameter 
sWitches from content-relevant to content-irrelevant, the sys 
tem creates a neW equivalence class entry With a neW equiva 
lence class name by merging multiple equivalence classes. In 
one embodiment, a representative URL associated With one 
of the equivalence classes and having the highest pagerank is 
chosen as the representative URL of the neWly-created 
equivalence class. 
When a parameter changes from content-irrelevant to con 

tent-relevant, the system creates a neW equivalence class to 
replace an old equivalence class that is founded on the 
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assumption that the parameter is content-irrelevant. In one 
embodiment, the representative URL of the neW equivalence 
class is the same as the one of the old equivalence class (if it 
is still valid). Subsequently, another neW equivalence class is 
created When another URL With a different parameter value is 
craWled. 

So far, it has been assumed that URL parameters associated 
With a cluster are alWays independent from each other and 
therefore each cluster has one and only one equivalence rule. 
When some URL parameters become inter-dependent, e.g., a 
parameter may be content-relevant When another parameter 
has one value or has any of a ?rst set of values and convent 
irrelevant When the other parameter has another value or 
values, the system may have to split the cluster into multiple 
sub-clusters.Accordingly, the equivalence rule may also need 
to include tWo or more sub-rules to deal With different sub 
clusters by incorporating more restrictions. For example, one 
sub-rule may be applicable only to URLs that have a speci?c 
set of parameter names, and another sub-rule may be appli 
cable only to URLs in Which a set of parameters is alWays 
present in a particular order. These additional restrictions, 
hoWever, should not limit the applicability of the aforemen 
tioned principles on hoW to generate and update equivalence 
rules and classes to each individual sub-cluster and sub-rule. 

In some embodiments, URL interpretations are case-insen 
sitive and any URL including its parameters needs to be 
converted into loWer case prior to any substantive analytical 
procedure. But if the system fails to deduce a meaningful 
equivalence rule through a case-insensitive analysis, e.g., too 
many parameters are classi?ed as con?ict, a re-run of a case 
sensitive analysis of the cluster may be desirable to produce 
one or more useful equivalence rules for the cluster. 

Given a neW cluster having no equivalence rule, it may take 
a long time to accumulate a suf?cient number of URLs Within 
a cluster in order to develop an accurate and stable equiva 
lence rule for the cluster. On the other hand, different Web 
sites adopting same or similar content management systems 
may have the same or similar behaviors. For example, they 
may share a same set of parameters and each parameter name 
may have the same attribute in terms of content relevance. 
Therefore, the system may ?rst synthesiZe an equivalence 
rule for a neWly-created cluster that has feW URLs using 
existing rules that are associated With other clusters having 
similar behaviors and then repeatedly verify the validity of the 
synthesiZed equivalence rule. This synthesiZed rule is also 
subject to other normal validation procedures discussed 
above. An advantage of this approach is that it usually takes 
less time to generate a reliable equivalence rule for the cluster. 

Sometimes, the system may also keep track of the statistics 
of different parameter names, e.g., the likelihood that a 
parameter name is deemed content-irrelevant or content-rel 
evant. In the case that no synthesiZed equivalence rule is 
available for a neWly-created cluster, the system may create 
an initial guess as to the classi?cation of each parameter of the 
cluster using these statistic about the same or similar param 
eter names. 

System Architecture 

FIG. 9 is a block diagram illustrating a duplicate document 
identi?er management system in accordance With some 
embodiments of the present invention. The system typically 
includes one or more processing units (CPUs) 902, one or 
more netWork or other communications interfaces 910, 
memory 912, and one or more communication buses 914 for 
interconnecting these components. The system optionally 
includes a user interface 904 that comprises a display device 
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906 and a keyboard 908. The memory 912 may include 
includes high-speed random access memory, such as DRAM, 
SRAM, DDR RAM or other random access solid state 
memory devices; and may include non-volatile memory, such 
as one or more magnetic disk storage devices, optical disk 
storage devices (e.g., CDROM, DVD, etc.), ?ash memory 
devices, or other non-volatile solid state storage devices. The 
memory 912 may optionally include one or more storage 
devices remotely located from the CPUs 902. The memory 
912, or alternatively one or more storage devices (eg one or 
more of the non-volatile storage devices) Within memory 912, 
includes a computer readable storage medium. In some 
embodiments, the memory 912 stores the folloWing elements, 
modules and data structures, or a subset or superset thereof: 

an operating system 916 that includes procedures for han 
dling various basic system services and for performing 
hardWare dependent tasks; 

a netWork communication module (or instructions) 918 
that is used for connecting the system to other computers 
via the one or more netWork communications interfaces 

910 (via Wired or Wireless connection), using the Inter 
net, other Wide area netWorks, local area netWorks, met 
ropolitan area netWorks, and so on; 

a URL information collector 920 (also called a URL par 
titioning module) for processing neWly-craWled Web 
pages, e.g., identifying an existing or neW cluster for 
each Web page and updating the duplicate rate of each 
containing cluster; 

an equivalence rule generator 922 for deducing a neW 
equivalence rule for a cluster of URLs, and for each URL 
parameter, the generator further including a signi?cance 
analysis module 922-1 for creating a signi?cance index, 
an insigni?cance analysis module 922-2 for creating an 
insigni?cance index and a parameter classi?cation mod 
ule 922-3 for classifying the parameter into a particular 
category, e. g., content-relevant, con?ict or content-irrel 
evant; 

a URL screener 924 (also called a URL grouping module) 
for performing a screening of a candidate URL for 
craWling, such as identifying a cluster for the URL, 
applying an equivalence rule to the URL, and identify 
ing an equivalence class and its representative URL for 
the candidate URL; 

an equivalence rule validator 926 for applying a set of 
validation URLs to an equivalence rule to determine its 
accuracy in predicting the document content type of a 
particular URL; 

an equivalence class validator 928 for applying a set of 
validation URLs to an equivalence class to determine the 
validity of its representative URL; 

an equivalence rule table 930, each entry of the table 
including at least one cluster name representing a cluster 
of URLs and an equivalence rule derived from the 
URLs; 

one or more representative URL tables 932, each entry of 
the tables including at least a unique equivalence class 
name and a representative URL; and 

a validation URL table 934, each entry of the table includ 
ing at least a cluster name that references one or more 

equivalence class names and each equivalence class 
name further referencing one or more validation URLs 

that may be used for validating an equivalence rule or an 
equivalence class. 

Each of the above identi?ed elements may be stored in one 
or more of the previously mentioned memory devices, and 
corresponds to a set of instructions for performing a function 
described above. The above identi?ed modules or programs 
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(i.e., sets of instructions) need not be implemented as separate 
software programs, procedures or modules, and thus various 
subsets of these modules may be combined or otherwise 
re-arranged in various embodiments. In some embodiments, 
memory 912 may store a subset of the modules and data 
structures identi?ed above. Furthermore, memory 912 may 
store additional modules and data structures not described 
above. 

Although FIG. 9 shoWs a “duplicate document identi?er 
management system,” FIG. 9 is intended more as functional 
description of the various features Which may be present in a 
set of servers than as a structural schematic of the embodi 

ments described herein. In practice, and as recogniZed by 
those of ordinary skill in the art, items shoWn separately could 
be combined and some items could be separated. For 
example, some items shoWn separately in FIG. 9 could be 
implemented on single servers and single items could be 
implemented by one or more servers. The actual number of 
servers used to implement a system and hoW features are 
allocated among them Will vary from one implementation to 
another, and may depend in part on the amount of data tra?ic 
that the system must handle during peak usage periods as Well 
as during average usage periods. 

FIG. 10A is a block diagram illustrating exemplary tables 
for storing equivalence rules and equivalence classes in 
accordance With some embodiments of the present invention. 
In particular, each entry in the equivalence rule table 1001 
includes a cluster name, a duplicate rate, an equivalence rule, 
a timestamp indicative of When the rule is created and an 
analysis ?ag indicative of Whether the rule needs to be re 
created, etc. Whenever the duplicate rate of a cluster is above 
a prede?ned threshold, the corresponding analysis ?ag Will be 
marked so as to stop applying the equivalence rule to any neW 
candidate URL. In some other embodiments, the equivalence 
rule itself may be so complicated (e.g., When parameters are 
inter-dependent upon each other) that it is stored in a separate 
table together With its timestamp. In this case, an entry of the 
equivalence rule table 1001 may include a pointer referencing 
a corresponding equivalence rule in that table. In some 
embodiments, the timestamp of an equivalence rule is regu 
larly checked by an equivalence rule validator to determine 
Whether the rule is too stale and therefore needs to be 
revieWed or not. 

Each entry of the representative URL tables (1002-1, 1002 
2) includes an equivalence class name, a representative URL, 
a content checksum and a timestamp, etc. The equivalence 
class name is the same for any URL in the class. The content 
checksum associates any URL in the class With a Web page 
that has been retrieved using the representative URL previ 
ously. This checksum can be used by the equivalence class 
validator to verify the validity of the representative URL, e. g., 
to determine if the document content referenced by the rep 
resentative URL has changed or not. The timestamp is used 
by the validator to decide When it is time to re-validate the 
class. 

FIG. 10B is a block diagram illustrating an exemplary data 
structure for storing a plurality of validation URLs associated 
With multiple clusters in accordance With some embodiments 
of the present invention. Each entry in the table 1 003 includes 
a cluster name and a pointer referencing another table (1004 
1, 1004-2) hosting a plurality of equivalence class names. 
Similarly, each equivalence class name has a pointer refer 
encing another table (1005-1, 1005-2, 1005-3, 1005-4) host 
ing a plurality of validation URLs. In this case, each set of 
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validation URLs stored in a table (1005-1, 1005-2, 1005-3, or 
1005-4) is used for validating an equivalence class identi?ed 
by a class name in a corresponding table (1004-1 or 1004-2) 
and multiple sets of validation URLs associated With the same 
table (1004-1 or 1004-2) are used for validating an equiva 
lence rule associated With the cluster name in table 1003. 
Note that the tables shoWn in FIGS. 10A and 10B are only 

for illustrative purposes. It Will be apparent to one skilled in 
the art that many other equivalent data structures may be used 
to achieve the same or similar results. 

Although some of various draWings discussed above illus 
trate a number of logical stages in a particular order, stages 
Which are not order-dependent may be reordered and other 
stages may be combined or broken out. While some reorder 

ings or alternate groupings may be speci?cally mentioned, 
others Will be obvious to one ordinary skill in the art and so do 
not present an exhaustive list of alternatives. Moreover, it 
should be recogniZed that the stages could be implemented in 
hardWare, ?rmWare, softWare or any combination thereof. 
The foregoing description, for purpose of explanation, has 

been described With reference to speci?c embodiments. HoW 
ever, the illustrative discussions above are not intended to be 
exhaustive or to limit the invention to the precise forms dis 
closed. Many modi?cations and variations are possible in 
vieW of the above teachings. 

What is claimed is: 
1. A method of grouping document identi?ers by their 

document contents, comprising: 
partitioning a plurality of document identi?ers into mul 

tiple clusters, Wherein the document identi?ers in each 
cluster comprising universal resource locators (URLs) 
are selected so as to have the same hostname, Wherein 
each document identi?er is a text string that identi?es 
exactly one document, each cluster has a cluster name, 
and each cluster has a set of URL parameters, Wherein 
each URL parameter is a text string contained Within the 
URLs in the cluster; 

generating an equivalence rule for at least one cluster, the 
equivalence rule specifying Which of the URL param 
eters associated With the cluster are content-relevant; 
and 

grouping a respective cluster into a plurality of equivalence 
classes in accordance With its equivalence rule, each 
equivalence class including URLs that correspond to a 
document content associated With the equivalence class, 
Wherein all the URLs in a respective equivalence class of 
the plurality of equivalence classes have the same host 
name and reference documents having substantially the 
same content; 

identifying a single one of the URLs Within each equiva 
lence class as its representative document identi?er; and 

With respect to a respective equivalence class having a 
plurality of URLs, performing a particular computer 
implemented operation on only the single representative 
URL of the equivalence class. 

2. The method of claim 1, Wherein said generating an 
equivalence rule for at least one cluster includes: 

performing one or more analysis procedures for each of the 
URL parameters associated With the cluster; 

deriving from said analysis procedures one or more values 
indicative of a relationship pattern betWeen the URL 
parameter and its associated document contents; and 

classifying the URL parameter into one of multiple catego 
ries in accordance With its values. 






